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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Significance of the Study 
The values of well-planned and adequate housing in communities that are 
alive and growing are many. These values may be measured by the growth of 
community spirit, by the degree of integrated family life, and by the de¬ 
velopment of an increasingly responsible and active citizenry. In like 
manner, the effects of poor housing and disintegrated communities are 
measured by the amount of wasted human resources and by increased economic 
and social costs to the city, state and nation. 
Of all the blights that can overtake a community, one of the 
worst, because of its effects on people as well as buildings, is 
what the planners call "creeping obsolescence." Planners usually 
mean this in terms of housing, buildings, street structures be¬ 
coming old and neglected. But, of equal importance is the 
"creeping obsolescence" of the human community spirit which always 
goes with the physical deterioration. One feeds on the other, 
until there comes a time in the life of every community that wants 
to live and grow when total reconstruction - spiritual and physical 
must take place.1 
This study will treat of the ways in which two communities, Morningside 
Heights and Manhattanville, threatened with "creeping obsolesence" planned 
to meet and overcome their problem by, among other approaches, the develop¬ 
ment of well-planned and beautiful housing for its citizens. 
Of particular interest to the writer was the way in which members of 
the community, whether for, or opposed to, the process of change occurring 
in the area become a part of the dynamic process of change through the 
efforts of the participating agencies and community leadership. 
Gertrude Samuels, "Community At Vfork: A Lesson For Others," New 
York Times Magazine, August 6, 1950, A Report. 
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Questions of significance and meaning to community organization workers 
were posed by the results of the interplay between planning experts, agency 
staff, political leadership and citizens of the community. Some of these 
questions were answered in this study; but, many of them were not. The 
writer recognized that a wider range of experiences, study, and testing in 
the area of total community planning would have to be made to supply com¬ 
plete answers. Consequently, the writer found it necessary to be selective 
in purpose. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purposes of this study were: 
1. To outline the broader framework of the slum clearance and urban 
redevelopment, and the public housing programs in New York City. 
These two programs, under the auspices of the Housing Act of 1949, 
form the framework for the project analyzed in this study. 
2. To describe the Morningside Heights and the Manhattanville com¬ 
munities: the physical layout, population—its racial, ethnic, social and 
economic makeup, its good values and its problems. 
3. To describe the overall approach to total community problems in 
two communities, and to analyze the aspect of community planning for new 
housing that is the concern of this study. 
4. To outline the activities for new housing: fact-finding, initiation 
of plans, establishment of principles and criteria for the program, the 
methods used in education and interpretation of the housing program, and 
citizen participation and support. 
5. To analyze the successful and non-successful efforts to involve 
the citizenry, favorably, in behalf of the project, and the techniques 
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and devices used to promote and interpret the project to the public. 
Method of Procedure 
The method of procedure used in this study was to study the steps 
followed by the initiating group for the new housing, as it planned with, 
or for, the Morningside-Manhattanville communities a program of housing 
that was integrated racially, ethnically, socially and economically. In¬ 
cluded was an analysis of the ways in which the planning evolved, with 
particular emphasis placed on project participation by members of the com¬ 
munities, social agencies, institutions and organizations, as they were 
involved in the planning from the first stages of the project. 
Data were secured through the following médias record materials filed 
in the two agencies participating directly in the redevelopment program: 
Morningside Heights, Incorporated, and Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, 
Incorporated; interviews with community leaders and agency staff members; 
news releases dating from the earliest stages of planning; city and state 
reports on slum clearance and urban redevelopment; results of community 
surveys conducted in the redevelopment area; records of citizens meetings a 
and consultations with city and state housing officials. These data were 
correlated and analyzed to form the findings for this study. 
Statistical data pertaining to site density, income of residents, 
racial and ethnic composition of the redevelopment area were used to illus¬ 
trate the need for new housing and redevelopment. 
Scope and Limitations 
This study was limited to the community planning phase of the project, 
although physical planning, also of major importance in the redevelopment 
program, was briefly included for the completeness of the study. 
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While there were a large variety of community organization techniques 
involved, record and file information emphasized certain ones of them which 
the writer of this study selected to amplify. 
Many social agencies, organizations and institutions in the two com¬ 
munities carried responsibilities and relationships that were vital to the 
development of the housing program. The importance of their contributions 
were recognized by the writer, and some consideration was given, in this 
study, to the values derived from their participation. However, the two 
agencies, Morningside Heights, Incorporated, and Manhattanville Neighbor¬ 
hood Center, Incorporated, formed the nucleus for the continuing iob of 
responsible planning, community involvement and relationships. For this 
reason, primary interest was focused upon the roles carried by these two 
agencie s. 
The Housing Act of 1949 was the basis of the redevelopment program in 
the Morningside-Manhattanville communities. The provisions of this Act per¬ 
tinent to the study were Titles I and III, dealing with slum clearance, 
urban development and redevelopment, and public housing. Other provisions 
of the Housing Act were not included in this analysis. 
CHAPTER II 
THE SLUM CLEARANCE AND URBAN REDEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC 
HOUSING PROGRAMS IN NEW YORK CITY AND STATE 
Resident Houses and Others 
The Housing Act of 1949 provides for two separate programs geared to 
the improvement of housing and environmental conditionss Title I, for 
clearing slums and blighted areas, and Title III, the low-rent public 
housing program. This Act was designed to help localities to solve their 
slum problems. Recognizing slums as a national problem and responsibility, 
the Act holds provisions for assisting the localities to become free of 
them. Housing—public or private—is not considered the full solution to 
the problem of obsolescent areas in urban or rural life, therefore, the com¬ 
prehensive Act includes the following coverages 
Title Is dealing with Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment; 
Title Ils extending Federal Housing Administration and Federal 
National Mortgage Associations Authorizations; 
Title Ills Low-Rent Public Housing; 
Title IV: Housing Research—curtailed by subsequent enactments; 
Title Vs Farm Housing; 
Title Vis Miscellaneous Provisions and Housing Census. 
Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment.—Slum Clearance and Urban Re¬ 
development provisions of the Housing Act of 1949, under Title I, makes 
federal loans and grants available to cities to enable them to write down 
excessive costs of land which may be turned over to private developers. 
The Urban Redevelopment program is intended to assist cities 
in rebuilding run-down areas and in developing vacant out-lying 
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areas in a way that will best serve their most useful economic 
and social purposes. Areas may be suitable for commercial or 
industrial use, for luxury, middle-income, or low-rent housing, 
or for schools or other public buildings and improvements. Al¬ 
though some public housing may be included in this program, the 
emphasis, both in the law and the administration of the program, 
is upon private interprise housing. 
The urban redevelopment program is administered by the Division 
of Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment of the federal Housing and 
Home Finance Agency. That Division ... is in the Office of the 
Administrator of the HHFA and is not a separate agency. Through it, 
the federal government makes the loans and the capital contribu¬ 
tions which are used by the locality to buy the land and absorb up 
to two-thirds of the loss on its sale. The loans are repaid out 
of the sale of the land, the federal contribution and the city's 
cash contribution, if any. There are no annual contributions 
In New York City, the group responsible for the redevelopment program 
at the time of this study was the Committee on Slum Clearance, appointed in 
December, 1948, by Mayor O'Dwyer. The chairman of this committee is Robert 
Moses, City Construction Co-ordinator. Other members are the Chairman of 
the City Housing Authority, the Corporation Counsel, the Chief Engineer 
of the Board of Estimate, the Comptroller and the Chairman of the City 
Planning Commission. 
Four types of projects are eligible for federal aid, under Title Is 
residential slum or blighted areas, non-residential blighted areas, pre¬ 
dominately open—but badly "platted" areas, and open areas. Private in¬ 
vestors can buy land from the city at a reasonable price; the federal govern¬ 
ment covers two-thirds of the loss the city takes on such sale of land, and 
the city is responsible for the other third. 
Under Title I of the Housing Act of 1949, the HHFA may enter 
into contracts for federal aid only with local public agencies 
empowered by state and local law to carry out urban development 
and redevelopment projects. The legal and administrative ma¬ 
chinery varies from locality to locality, depending on the en¬ 
abling legislation. In some cities, special municipal corporations 
have been created ... in others ... the responsibility has been 
Citizens' Housing News, (Citizens' Housing and Planning Council of 
New York Publication) Vol. 10, Number 5, February, 1952. 
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vested in local housing authorities. In some cases, the city 
itself acts as the local public agency through its chief execu¬ 
tive, its planning commission or other departments. 
In most cities, the planning commissions designate which 
areas should be redeveloped first, and prescribe the future uses 
of the areas, the location of major traffic arteries, the approxi¬ 
mate number of families for whom residential accommodations should 
be built, and the approximate amount of space to be set aside for 
schools, parks and other facilities. Special authorities or com¬ 
missions follow through with detailed plans for the project areas 
and negotiate with prospective investors. They then submit the 
results to the local city planning commission for comment or 
approval, and ultimately to the local legislative body for final 
approval. 
In New York City, the local public agency is the Board of Es¬ 
timate. However, nearly all of the actual work, including that 
customarily done by a planning commission is performed by the 
Committee on Slum Clearance Plans. The City Planning Commission 
makes some formal certifications, and approves the purchase and 
sale of the land. The Committee on Slum Clearance Plans selects 
the areas to be studied for redevelopment, prepares the redevelop- 
i ct plans, and negotiates with potential private in- 
One of the big problems of Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment is 
the relocation of tenants on redevelopment sites. The Housing Act of 1949, 
Title I, under Section 105 (C), establishes certain requirements for the 
removal of tenants from the areas to be developed as follows: 
... there be a feasible method for the temporary relocation 
of families displaced from the project area into other areas not 
generally less desirable in regard to public utilities and public 
and commercial facilities, and at a rent or prices within the 
financial means of the families displaced from the project area... 
decent, safe, dwelling equal in number to the numbers of, and 
available to, such displaced families and reasonably accessible 
to their places of employment.2 
In New York City, the sponsor of privately financed slum clearance 
housing projects had responsibility for tenant relocation. 
The Bureau of Real Estate, acting as agent of the Committee on 
Slum Clearance, supervises all such tenant relocation. All tenants 
"Manhattanville Housing," Newsletter, (Manhattanville Neighborhood 





on these housing sites, eligible for public housing, are accomo¬ 
dated there and have a definite priority equal to veterans. 
... Title I Projects are generally based upon a five year agree¬ 
ment between the City and the private developer. One reason for 
this is to facilitate relocation temporarily within the project 
through the construction of the project by stages. Until these 
tenants are relocated, the present buildings on the site are 
maintained and operated by the sponsor under the supervision of 
the Bureau of Real Estate. Qualified real estate firms are em¬ 
ployed to assist in these relocations and tenant relocation 
offices are set up on every Title I site. Financial assistance 
for moving expenses is, accorded where needed. Discrimination, 
as to race, creed or color is strictly forbidden under the terms 
of the contract.-*- 
Low-rent public housing.—The low-rent public housing program was be¬ 
gun by the United States Housing Act of 1937, authorizing federal aid to 
conmunities to house ”... families ... in the lowest income group ... who 
cannot afford to pay enough to cause private enterprise ... to build an 
2 
adequate supply of decent, safe and sanitary dwellings for their use." 
The Housing Act of 1949, Title III, amended the 1937 Act to authorize 
financial assistance for the construction and operation of an additional 
810,000 low-rent dwellings in a six-year program. 
Low-rent public housing, operated with federal financial assistance, 
is a local program built by local public agencies for families with in¬ 
comes so low that they are unable to buy or rent adequate housing built by 
private investors. 
The federal function is restricted to making capital loans, 
paying the annual contributions, and reviewing local actions for 
conformity with law. These federal responsibilities are handled 
by the Public Housing Administration, a constituent of the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency. 
Tenant Relocation Report, Hew York City Planning Commission Publica¬ 
tion, January 20, 1954, p. 5. 
2 
"Housing Act of 1937," quoted in A Handbook of Information On Provi- 
sions of The Housing Act of 1949 (Washington, D. C. - 1949) ,~p. 8. 
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Low-rent public housing can be developed in any state where 
the state legislature has authorized the establishment of local 
housing authorities for this purpose. ... These local authorities 
construct their low-rent projects under contract with private 
builders, own the projects, and operate them with their own manage¬ 
ment staffs. ^ 
Loans are granted, by the Public Housing Authority, to buy land and 
to build public housing projects. The annual contribution is used to make 
up the difference between the cost of operating the project and the in¬ 
come received from rents. The Public Housing Authority makes no capital 
contribution to the cost of the project. 
Public Housing fonds may be used to provide park, recreation space, 
and certain community facilities needed in the housing projects, but may 
not be used to build industrial, commercial or business facilities, with 
the exception of a limited number of retail shopping stores when tenants 
in a new project have no other place to shop. 
The procedure followed by a locality in securing federal financial 
assistance for low-rent public housing is as follows: 
1. The local housing authority must determine, and be able to de¬ 
monstrate satisfactorily, that need for low-rent public housing exists, 
and that this need is not being met by private enterprise. 
2. The local governing body approves the application for a loan from 
the Public Housing Authority to cover the cost of planning the proposed 
project. This preliminary loan is generally a small one. 
3. The local housing authority selects the site for the new housing 
project and has the land appraised. It chooses architects and engineers 
to prepare the needed plans, and then prepares estimates of the cost of 
building and operating the project. 
~*Tbid., p. 9 . 
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4. A cooperation agreement is formed between the local housing au¬ 
thority and the local government that provides for tax exemption for the 
project, payments in lieu of taxes and the elimination of substandard 
dwellings in the locality—if this is required. 
The cost of the project is limited by law. It must not be of 
elaborate or extravagant design or materials, and economy must be 
promoted in construction and administration. The cost of building 
and equipping the buildings must not exceed $1,750 per room, ex¬ 
cluding the cost of land and dwelling facilities. If there is an 
acute need for low-rent housing in a locality, and it cannot be 
built within this limit except by sacrificing sound standards, up 
to $750 more per room may be allowed.1 
The New York City Housing Authority was established in 1934. Philip 
J. Cruise was its chairman at the time of the study. This Authority owned, 
planned, and managed all permanent public housing in New York City. Its 
projects were financed with funds from the federal government, state aid, 
and city assistance. 
New York State's Public Housing Law, enacted in 1939, pro¬ 
vided for a State-aided program of low-rent housing. ... State aid 
provided the chief basis for the resumption of the public housing 
program immediately after the war, and it has contributed the major 
share of the expanded low-rent program. 
The amount of debt that can be charged against New York City 
for public housing is limited by law. Part of the city's restricted 
housing means goes for the cash subsidies that may be required to 
contribute to state-aided projects. Under the provisions of the 
state law, the city must match the state's contributions in sub¬ 
sidies, and while the value of the partial tax exemption granted by 
the city is counted for this purpose, it is not always sufficient. 
In addition to helping subsidize state-aided projects, the city 
also provides subsidies for ... projects which it authorized the 
Authority to build without either federal or state aid. Subsidies 
for these projects are derived from the occupancy tax, a special 
tax on rents of commercial establishments, enacted in 1938 for this 
purpose. 
But the major means used by the city to provide public housing 
on its own is the no-cash-subsidy program. The city undertook 
this ... program in 1948 ... when no federal aid was forthcoming, 
1 
Ibid., pp. 9-10. 
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and the state program was obviously not adequate to meet the 
need. The program was designed to serve two purposes: To 
spread the city's limited housing credit over the maximum 
amount of housing; and to help satisfy the unmet need of those 
who earned too much for fully subsidized public housing, but 
not enough to afford new private housing. Financial assistance 
from the city was limited to the grant of partial tax exemption, 
and to the guarantee of the Authority bonds sold to finance the 
program...J 
Discrimination, because of race, creed, color, or national origin, is 
forbidden by law in all public housing in New York City. Under the meaning 
of the statutes enacted in Section 223 of the State Public Housing Act of 
1939, segregation is considered as discrimination. 
Until 1944, there was no statutory prohibition against dis¬ 
crimination in private housing receiving some form of assistance 
from state and local governments. In 1944, the City Council 
amended the Administrative Code (adding Section J41-1.2) pro¬ 
viding the drastic penalty of loss of tax exemption for any pri¬ 
vate housing project receiving public aid where discrimination 
is practiced in renting or other conditions of occupancy.2 
There were, however, no anti-discrimination laws covering private 
housing built without direct public aid. 
The first step in that direction is the enactment of the Brown- 
Isaacs Law holding discrimination in housing to be against public 
policy. The United States Supreme Court in Shelley v. Kraemer, 
334 U.S. 1 (1948), Hurd v. Hodge 334, U.S. 24 (1948), and Barrows v. 
Jackson 346 U.S. 249 (1953), held that racially restrictive cove¬ 
nants were unenforceable .3 
As is true in Title I Projects, the relocation of residents on the 
site of public housing developments was a serious problem. The low vacancy 
rate of housing in New York City, 1.1 per cent (excluding delapidated or 
^"The 19th Annual Report,” New York City Housing Authority, 1952, 
pp. 12-14. 
2 
Dorsey v. Stuyvesant Town, 299 N. Y. 512 (1949), quoted in Tenant 
Relocation Report, N. Y. C. Planning Commission Publication, January, 




seasonal housing), accentuates this problem. Families displaced from the 
sites of public housing projects, and veterans, received priority for low- 
rent apartments in the new development--if they were eligible for such 
housing. However, a major portion of the problem lay with those families 
whose income was too high for public low-rent housing, and too low for 
middle-income housing; with racial and cultural groups deemed unacceptable 
to the larger supply of private housing for economic reasons, or because 
of social practices; and with the discrimination and hardships suffered by 
minority families who are not eligible for low-rent housing and are hasti¬ 
ly relocated into run-down ghetto areas. 
The City Housing Authority maintained an office on the site of each 
new public housing project to assist in the relocation of tenants on the 
site. The function of such offices, however, was not related to a total 
city plan for the relocation of tenants on all low-rent public housing 
and urban redevelopment areas. 
To be eligible for public housing, according to law, and to the regu¬ 
lations set by the Housing Authority, a family must; include an American 
citizen; have resided in New York City for a minimum of two years immediate¬ 
ly prior to the time of admission to the project; be without housing, or 
living in substandard housing; have an income not above the prescribed 
maximum. The income limits varied according to program and size of the 
family admitted to the Public Housing Project. 
Morningside-Manhattanville Communities 
The Morningside Heights and the Manhattanville communities are ad¬ 
jacent to and overlap each other. The principal thoroughfare, 125th Street, 
’''Ibid., p. 14. 
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has become a natural boundary because the children and adults rarely crossed 
this main traffic artery for their recreational or community activities. 
Morningside Heights is the community bounded by 108th and 125th Streets, 
Manhattan and Morningside Avenues on the east, and the Hudson River, on the 
west. It is known for the internationally famous educational, religious 
and medical institutions that are situated there: Columbia University, 
Barnard College, the Juilliard School of Music, the Union Theological Semi¬ 
nary, the Jewish Theological Seminary, The Riverside Church, International 
House, and many other institutions. About 60,000 people live in its 365.8 
acres, some of them students living in the dormitories of the various insti¬ 
tutions . 
There are public schools, grade and junior high, as well as parochial. 
Recreation areas, health clinics and nursery schools may also be found. 
This community, at one time, was one of the highly desirable resi¬ 
dential sections of Manhattan, housing persons of renown, in addition to 
stars of radio, stage and music. It has been said ”... no area in the 
country combines more spiritual, cultural and intellectual power than this 
..1 one . 
Morningside Heights community had undergone a change from its former 
status; the increasing population, the shortage of housing, the deterio¬ 
rating condition of many of the residential buildings—many of them now 
converted to rooming houses, the overcrowded conditions of the public 
schools, the increase of crime and juvenile delinquency, had taken their 
toll in increasing community obsolescence. A significant portion of the 
stable middle-income group had moved to the suburbs where good housing and 
less crowded schools were more available. 
^"Gertrude Samuels, op. cit., p. 18. 
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As the Heights slope downward toward 125th Street, the Manhattanville 
Community begins. 
Manhattanvilie is the community situated between 122nd and 135th 
Streets, Eighth Avenue and the Hudson River. It is one of the most dense¬ 
ly populated of New York City's communities, having 36,000 residents crowded 
into 48.5 acres of a 180.4 acre community tract surveyed. Only one-fourth 
of unzoned Manhattanville is residential, the remainder being given over 
to industrial plants, garages, storage houses, public and semi-public 
buildings, parks and playgrounds. 
This community has often been referred to as a little "United Nations," 
because of the varying racial and national backgrounds of its residents. 
The majority of the population is white. Approximately one-third, or 27 
per cent, are American and British West Indies Negroes, 22 per cent are 
Spanish-speaking, largely Puerto Rican, 4 per cent are Orientals, and the 
remainder are Irish, Russian, German, Filipino, and native American back¬ 
grounds. The members of these racial and ethnic groups are distributed 
throughout the neighborhood. 
In a surveyed area of the community, housing conditions were fair to 
poor; about one-third of the residential buildings were deteriorated, 
dirty and unsafe. "There have been almost no buildings built for people 
to live in since 1925, and only one has been built since 1940." 
Many of the residents have lived and worked in the community for a 
long time. "Seven out of every ten have lived there for more than five 
„2 
ye ars. 
^"A Report To The People, From The Community Advisory Committee," 
Morningside-Manhattanville Redevelopment Publication, (n.p.) 1954), p. 3. 
2 
Ibid., p. 9. 
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Manhattanville*s social problems were many. They included ”... in- 
tercultural misunderstanding, broken homes, unemployment, poverty, crime 
and delinquency, and high rates of tuberculosis and other serious diseases"^ 
There were, however, resources available to the community, and within 
its bounds: the Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, the public library, 
a new health center, the playgrounds and the recreation areas in the Morning- 
side Park, and the public schools 43 and 125. 
The two communities shared many of the same public and private com¬ 
munity facilities, and many more of the same community problems. As a re¬ 
sult, community leaders often sought opportunities to work together toward 
the solution of their common problems. 
Recognizing early the blighted state of the neighborhoods, civic 
leaders began to talk about ways of correcting and bettering the condition 
o f the are a. 
Two agencies, both private, took the leadership in facilitating change 
for the better in the communities; Morningside Heights, Incorporated, 
and the Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, Incorporated. 
Morningside Heights, Inc., a non-profit corporation sponsored by 
fourteen educational, religious and medical institutions in the area for 
the purpose of improving the Morningside Heights community was organized 
in 1947. It aided the improvement of the school program, supported the 
local Civil Defense office, and promoted its own programs that were geared 
to alleviate the problems in schools, housing, inter-cultural affairs, 
public safety and recreation. It maintained a research program to define 
community problems. 
"'’Report of The Executive Director to The Board of Directors, (Man¬ 
hattanville Neighborhood Center Publication, April 1, 1949 - March 31, 
1950) , p. 5. 
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Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, Inc., located in the heart of the 
Manhattanville community, served the area in many ways: helping the resi¬ 
dents to build a better community life and providing educational and re¬ 
creational services to children, youth and adults. 
Neighborhood planning and research were also a part of the function of 
the Center. It worked with community groups interpreting the needs of the 
community, and helping the citizens to see their function in the improve¬ 
ment of their own environment. To further this purpose, a special depart¬ 
ment of work was added: the community organization division, geared to the 
promotion of the interest of community groups in community welfare and the 
meeting of community needs through social action and education. 
The early efforts of these two agencies in attacking the problems of 
obsolescence in the area were helpful, but the basic problem, that of in¬ 
adequate and poor housing, from which stemmed many of the other evils 
that they sought to alleviate, would have to be corrected. 
As a next step in the rehabilitation of the area, and with the backing 
and support of the institutions and the City Planning Commission, the two 
agencies prepared to undertake leadership for the improvement of housing 
in the Momingside Heights—Manhattanville area. 
CHAPTER III 
THE HOUSING PROGRAM FOR MORNINGSIDE-MANHATTANVILLE 
Description of the Program 
The housing program for Morningside-Mahhattanville was a dual plan 
for low-rent public housing and middle-income cooperative housing, in 
which twenty-five acres of existing aged structures were to be replaced 
by modern, well-ventilated, economically and structurally sound housing. 
The plan involved both private and governmental investments, and was the 
first of its kind of planning for a deliberately integrated community— 
racially, economically, ethnically and socially—in New York City. 
In agreement with New York City, the lomingside Heights Housing Cor¬ 
poration, organized under the New York State Redevelopment Companies Law, 
planned to build the middle-income cooperative, called Morningside Gardens. 
This corporation evolved from a committee of nine institutions of 
Morningside Heights, Inc., called The Morningside Committee on Cooperative 
Housing. It was organized when needed as a legal unit. 
Nine Morningside Heights institutions sponsor this development at an 
approximate cost of $15,000,000: Barnard College, Corpus Christi Church, 
International House, the Jewish Theological Seminary, the Juilliard School 
of Music, Riverside Church, Teachers College and Union Theological Seminary. 
It will be constructed on 10 acres of land, located between Broadway and 
Amsterdam Avenue, from West 123rd Street to La Salle Street. Six buildings 
of twenty-stories each, 984 units, play spaces, sitting areas, off-street 
parking and retail stores will characterize the eventually self-sustaining 
and tenant-owned project. 
Equity down-payments per room, by tenant-cooperators, range from $600 
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to $700, and estimated monthly charges per room from $16 to $23, depend¬ 
ing upon location, floor and exposure of the apartment. 
These charges include interest and amortization on the mortgage, 
taxes, insurance, maintenance and repairs, care of grounds, and 
general operating expenses. They will also include a reserve for 
redecorating, but not utilities. Because of the non-profit 
character of the cooperative, the tenant-owners will share, subject 
to the provisions of the New York Redevelopment Companies Law, in 
any surplus of maintenance charges over the operating and fixed 
costs. Any reduction in these costs will be reflected in lower 
monthly maintenance charges, and ... any increase will require a 
corresponding increase in these charges. The portion of monthly 
charges devoted to taxes and interest may be deducted from taxable 
income .... 
Every prospective tenant-owner is required to deposit $100 with 
the filing of a preliminary application. This application does not 
bind the applicant or the Momingside Heights Housing Corporation, 
and may be cancelled by either party, in which event the deposit 
will be returned. 
... when the prospective tenant owner signs a Subscription 
Agreement to purchase stock and securities representing his equity 
in Momingside Gardens and selects an apartment, 50 per cent of the 
total purchase price of the stock and securities will then be pay¬ 
able. The deposit will be applied on account of this payment. 
The balance of the purchase price is payable when construction 
starts .1 
Lending institutions expressed a willingness to grant-equitable terms 
to help tenant owners who required loans to finance their equity investment. 
Provisions were made for the tenant who might wish to withdraw from the 
project. The stock must first be offered to the corporation at the price 
paid for it, if it is not taken by the corporation the tenant is then 
free to sell the stock. 
Any responsible single person, or family, was eligible to make appli¬ 
cation for an apartment; the financial stability and character reputation 
of each will be checked to protect other tenant cooperators. 
There were only two groups of people who had legal priorities for 
’’Momingside Gardens," (Momingside Heights Housing Corporation Pub¬ 
lication), November, 1953. 
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acceptance into the cooperative: site residents, if they meet eligibility 
requirements for entry, and residents of other similar projects being 
built in New York City with the aid of the 1949 Housing Act. 
The site office of the cooperative would not relocate any resident 
living on the site of the General Grant Houses. However, if any residents 
on the cooperative site were eligible for public housing, through an 
administrative agreement with the City Housing Authority, they could be 
relocated to other public housing projects, or to the units of the General 
Grant Houses when they were available. Residents on the site of the 
General Grant Houses were included in site resident priority for apartments 
in the cooperative. 
The project was to be built in stages, to facilitate relocation. The 
first units were expected to be completed early in 1955. 
General Grant Houses, the low-rent public housing section of the 
dual redevelopment plan, is planned to occupy 15 acres of land adjacent to 
Morningside Gardens, and be situated between 123rd and 125th Streets, 
Broadway and Morningside Avenues. 
Plans call for ten elevator-buildings of twenty-stories each, with 
1,950 units renting at approximately nine dollars per room per month. 
The buildings are planned to cover less than twenty per cent of the land, 
the remainder being used for play space, open and sitting areas, and off- 
street parking. 
Officials of the Public Housing Authority agreed to build a community 
center as a wing to one of the project buildings and convenient to both 
Morningside Gardens and the community. This center was planned to pro¬ 
vide day-care rooms, meeting and recreation space for the total community. 
20 
An auditorium, two gymnasia and a swimming pool are available in nearby 
Public School 125. 
Eligibility requirements for the General Grant project were the same 
as those outlined earlier in the study for all public housing in New York 
City. 
An office was established on the project site by the City Housing 
Authority, to facilitate the relocation of residents on the site who were 
eligible for public housing, and to give assistance, if possible, to those 
who were not eligible. The City helped to pay the moving costs of those 
site residents who needed such assistance. 
The two projects are planned to complement each other. The erection 
of the housing for the two different economic groups tend to forestall the 
creation of a homogeneous community based on income. The priority of site 
residents for the apartments in both projects promises reasonable assurance 
of an interracial and intercultural project family. 
The site of the community center will enable the children and adults 
of both projects to share and participate together in community activities 
and recreation. 
Program Relationship to the New York City 
Plan for Redevelopment 
The redevelopment program in Morningside-Manhattanville is a part 
of the total program that New York City has outlined for its rehabilitation, 
if federal support for housing continues. 
Early in 1950, the Mayor's Committee on Slum Clearance plans designated 
the Morningside-Manhattanville area as one of six appropriate for a pilot 
project. 
March 30, 1950, the Board of Estimate authorized eight slum clearance 
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projects: Washington Square South, South Village, Delanoey Street, Cor- 
lears Hook, Harlem, North Harlem, Williamsburg and Morningside-Manhattan- 
ville. A resolution was adopted by this body requesting the reservation 
of $16,000,000 in federal funds, the City's share of the $200,000,000 
available for the nation during 1950-1951. Having received the promise 
of these funds from the federal Housing and Home Finance Agency, the City 
of New York set aside its share: $8,000,000 in capital funds. 
Map A, in the Appendix, shows the proposed location of the housing 
program in proportion to the Morningside-Manhattanville area. Map B, in 
the Appendix, shows the proposed public and private housing projects in 
proportion to the total redevelopment of the area. 
CHAPTER IV 
AGENCY COORDINATION ACTIVITIES IN THE HOUSING PROGRAM 
Principles and Criteria for the Program 
The Executive Director and the Community Organization Coordinator, of 
Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, presented recommendations to their Board 
of Directors on guiding principles for redevelopment and housing in Manhattan¬ 
ville. Their recommendations were as follows: 
New housing must be geared to the overall needs of the local com¬ 
munity as determined from a master plan for total community improve¬ 
ment integrated with plans for total city improvement. 
New housing must, in addition, be closely related to the specific 
needs of the people who live on the site designated for redevelop¬ 
ment, with special consideration for their rent-paying ability. 
New housing should provide homes for families over a wide range 
of incomes, with no large gap between one rental level and the next, 
and should include an appropriate number of units of; 
a. subsidized low rent public housing averaging $9.00 per 
room per month 
b. no-cash, subsidized low middle income public housing 
ranging $12-$15 per room per month 
c. genuinely non-profit cooperative middle income housing 
ranging $16-$23 per room per month 
d. limited dividend housing 
e. private housing for families able to pay $25-$35 or 
more per room per month. 
In addition to various rental levels there should be adequate types, 
variety of sizes and number of dwelling units for average size fami¬ 
lies, large families, single member families, and designed to meet 
the needs of elderly people as well. If all these various types and 
rental levels of housing are provided, a diversified and richly inte¬ 
grated community could more freely and democratically be developed. 
A pattern of people of different income, of various racial, religious, 
vocational and cultural background is one of the most positive aspects 
of a democratic community. 
The amount of new housing to be built in a given area should be 
determined in accordance with accepted principles of sound urban 
planning as related to desirable density, i.e. the number of people 
per residential acre. 
New housing must be integrated with total community facilities, 
such as transportation, schools, libraries, recreation centers, hos¬ 
pitals, shopping centers, and other necessary community facilities 
and services. 
A policy of non-discrimination and non-segregation according to 
race, color and national origin is essential. 
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New housing projects must be built by stages, so as to minimize 
displacement of families. 
An adequate and ethically sound relocation plan must be effected 
in order to minimize inconveniences to people and to insure families 
who have to move to other areas in the city that they will not be put 
into racial or economic ghettoes either on a temporary or permanent 
basis. To achieve this end, an official central relocation agency 
staffed by city employees and operating on an overall city-wide basis, 
should be established. A city agency should undertake the actual re¬ 
location operations (as is now done on public housing sites) instead 
of simply supervising them by remote control. 
An intensive campaign to remove and correct thousands of building 
safety, health and sanitary code violations should be put into effect, 
so as to improve and guarantee decent and safe standards of occupancy 
in existing rental housing. Rapid building deterioration cannot be 
tolerated or permitted to go on unchecked any longer. The appropriate 
city agencies must be urged to move on this quickly, efficiently and 
thoroughly. 
Ways must be found to provide for the full participation of the 
local people in determining the kind of community they want. Vvhat- 
ever is done should result from the meeting of minds between the local 
citizens, the public officials and the planning agencies and experts. 
Planning must be done with people and not for them.-*- 
No records were available to the writer to document the views of Morning- 
side Heights, Inc., on these suggested principles and criteria. 
As the agencies worked through a definition of their roles, certain basic 
questions were raised, relating to relationships, methods to be used, leader¬ 
ship and the time schedule of the redevelopment program: 
1. How much responsibility and authority should the people have 
in determining the final plans for their community? 
2. At what steps, and in what manner can the people be brought 
into the planning? 
3. Can local groups be involved in such fundamental questions 
as the advantages and disadvantages of public, private, cooperative, 
limited-dividend housing; provision for business and industry; amount 
of play space; community facilities; etc.? 
4. Can those of us who are to involve people in the planning 
have information on all aspects, stages and problems so that we 
shall not mislead the people in any way? 
File report, "Recommendations of the Community Organization Coordinator 
and the Executive Director to the Board of Directors of the Manhattanville 
Neighborhood Center on Guiding Principles for Redevelopment and Housing in 
Manhattanville,” (Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, May 19, 1S52). 
24 
5. ... Can ... agencies and individual officials be made to 
understand that involvement of people can result in community 
criticism: ... And insufficient information leaves the citizen 
inadequately prepared to take intelligent action—leading to 
heated citizen protest and community revolt. 
6. What groups, factors, factions and individuals may hinder 
community participation in redevelopment? Public officials? Com¬ 
munity groups? Political parties? 
7. What are the definite steps in redevelopment and what is 
the approximate time table? How can we relate the tempo of the 
community organization process to the time table? ... If the 
time table can be determined soon, and if the final goal of re¬ 
development is reachable and within the next 5-7 years, what 
are the priorities of citizen interest on which we shall con¬ 
centrate our community efforts....1 
The approach of the planners to the issues raised by these questions 
materially affected the redevelopment program, community organization-wise. 
More practically, in a dual-agency redevelopment program, both agencies 
would have to be in complete agreement on their answers to questions of a 
basic nature such as these. 
Two of the problems of the private developer in urban redevelopment 
would come into conflict with social agency functioning; that is, how 
does the developer meet official deadlines and still employ the community 
organization process? How safeguard large financial investments, and 
permit the democratic process to operate in the relaxed setting in which 
it best thrives? 
Fact-Finding and Determination of Needs 
To demonstrate the need for redevelopment in the area chosen for the 
cooperative housing project, Morningside Gardens, certain factual data 
were needed, as described in the explanation of procedure for securing 
federal aid for redevelopment, in Chapter II of this study. 
The following data comprise only a part of the total community 
picture secured by the survey: 
■''Memorandum from Clyde Murray (Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, 
December 28, 1951). 
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TABLE 1 
SHOWING CONDITION, NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS, AND 







Total 585 100.0 
"Good" Condition 73 13.0 
"Fair" Condition 341 58.0 
"Poor" Condition 171 29.0 
’'‘Data from» A Report to The People From the Community 
Advisory Committee (A Morningside-Manhattanvilie Redevelopment 
Publication), p. 3. 
Only 13 per cent of the total of 585 residential buildings in the 
redevelopment area were in ’’good" condition, while more than twice that 
number were in "poor" condition. Residents rated 341, or 58 per cent of 
the buildings as "fair". 
The condition of the structures was determined during a ... 
survey, and the ratings are from the tenants’ point of view. 
These tenants are accustomed to living conditions existing on 
the site and to paying the prevailing rents. Their point of 
view was required to establish criteria for tenant relocation 
in comparable accommodations. 
... These descriptions are purely relative, and apply to 
a group of residential buildings which are all ancient, poorly 
lighted, badly laid out, inadequately ventilated and generally 
occupied by more families than they were originally designed 
to accommodate.! 
Most of the homes in Manhattanvilie were erected prior to 1900, and 
therefore fall into the category of "old law" tenements, without air- 
shafts for proper ventilation or light. The "new law," enacted after 1902, 
^The Official Report To The Mayor and The Board of Estimate (The Com¬ 
mittee On Slum Clearance Plans, New York City, n.p., September, 1951). 
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held provisions for more light and air in buildings being constructed, but 
according to present day standards, still not enough for healthful living. 
Significantly, only one building has been erected for residential purposes 
since 1940. 
Population density, per residential acre, has meaning as the need for 
redevelopment is determined. Data from the survey area revealed: 
Manhattanville has 180.4 acres, but its 36,000 residents ... 
are crowded into 48.5 acres. Only one-fourth, 26.8 per cent of 
Manhattanville is residential. 
... On the average, there are 185 people who live on every 
residential acre of land within the City limits. In Manhattan¬ 
ville, however, there are actually 735 people in each residential 
acre. ... If every last inch of ... community were used for 
people to live on ... there would be 194 ... on each acre, com¬ 
pared to the City average of 41 on each acre.^ 
One of the characteristics of a blighted community is the increasing 
rate at which middle-income families move away. At the time of the com¬ 
munity survey, 1,584 families lived on the redevelopment site. Table 2 
indicates the decline in middle-income families on that site during the 
five-year period, 1945 to 1950. 
TABLE 2 
SHOWING YEARS LIVED IN THE AREA, BY INCOME* 
Percentage Length of Residence 
of Per cent less Per cent Per cent Per cent over 
Income than 5 years 5-9 years 10-15 years 15 years 




75.0 61.0 60.0 53 .0 
4,500 16.0 26.0 23.0 29.0 
Mo re than 
$4,500 9.0 13.0 17.0 18.0 
*Source: Elizabeth R. Hepner, Research Director, Momingside-Man¬ 
hattanville Survey, 1950. (Morningside Heights, Inc., August, 1952). 
^A Report To the People From the Community Advisory Committee (Morn¬ 
ings ide-Manhattanville Redevelopment Publication, 1951), p. 4. 
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Seventy-five per cent of the families living in the area for less than 
five years had incomes of less than $3,000 per year, and were, therefore, 
in the lowest income bracket. Of these newer residents, 16 per cent were 
in the income range $3,000 to $4,500, and only 9 per cent had incomes on 
more than $4,500. 
Those families with incomes of $4,500 and over, showed a decline from 
18 per cent living in the area over 15 years, to 9 per cent living there 
less than 5 years. Those families with incomes of $3,000 to $4,500 de¬ 
clined from 29 per cent to 16 per cent, for similar numbers of years in 
the area. At the same time, residents with incomes of less than $3,000 
increased from 53 per cent to 75 per cent. 
TABLE 3 
SHOWING MONTHLY RENTS, BY PER CENT OF POPULATION 
IN THE MANHATTANVILLE COMMUNITY* 
Monthly Rent Per Cent of Population 
Total 100.0 
Less than $40 64.0 
$40 to $60 26.0 
$60 to $80 8.0 
$80 and Over 2.0 
*A Report To The People From The Community Advisory Committee 
(Morningside-Manhattanville Redevelopment Publication, 1951), p. 6. 
Only 2 per cent of the Manhattanville population paid as much as $80 
or more, per month for their living quarters. Close to two-thirds paid 
less than $40 per month, and only 8 per cent paid rent within the range 
$60 to $80. 
There have been complaints that rents in some buildings 
not under rent control have run wild. The facts support the 
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complaints:...only 2 per cent of all Manhattanville families 
pay more than $80 per month, but, in the substandard area 
between Broadway and Old Broadway, 11 per cent have to pay 
that much.l 
Survey data made available by the Community Advisory Committee, re¬ 
affirmed their opinion that redevelopment of the area was desirable, and 
that adequate housing was a major need in the redevelopment area. 
These data, and many more, were presented as a demonstration of the 
need for redevelopment in the Morningside-Manhattanville communities. 
As a result of ... studies, the federal housing project pre¬ 
viously scheduled for the area between 123rd and 125th Streets, 
east of Broadway was modified to permit some middle-income 
housing units between 123rd and La Salle Streets, and an equal 
number of public housing units to be built north of 125th Street.^ 
Organizational Procedures In Fact-Finding 
From the earliest stages of planning for the Morningside-Manhattanville 
Redevelopment program, attempts were made to involve members of the com¬ 
munity in the redevelopment project that was to be their own. Therefore, 
throughout all stages of planning runs the central thread of organization 
of the community, and focus upon its participation in the planning and 
the execution of pleins. 
As early as 1949, Morningside Heights, Inc., recognized that much of 
the social difficulty in the community stemmed from the poor conditions 
of housing. Further, as a corporation sponsored by the Morningside Heights 
institutions, and whose objective was community improvement, this agency 
felt special responsibility to act positively to correct the social ills 
^Ibid., p . 7. 
2 
File records, minutes of meeting: Morningside Committee on Co¬ 
operative Housing (Morningside Heights, Inc., January 11, 1951). 
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of the community by attacking the basic problem—inadequate housing. 
From the very beginning, staff of Momingside Heights, Inc., 
has been aware that one of the most serious problems facing its 
member institutions is the housing of institutional personnel. 
To document this problem, Morningside Heights, Inc., conducted 
a survey among the more than 6000 professional and maintenance 
workers employed by the institutions. Over half of the employees 
stated that housing was a serious problem for them. Almost 100 
per cent of these, whether they now live in or out of the area 
expressed a preference for living on the Heights, either as it 
is as present, or with some improvements .1 
Soon after the survey was conducted among the institutional workers, 
the Housing Act of 1949 was passed providing federal aid to cities for the 
redevelopment of slum areas. Morningside Heights, Inc., took action 
immediately to help the community to benefit by the provisions of this Act 
Early in 1950, the Mayor’s Committee on Slum Clearance selected the 
area as one of those desirable for redevelopment, and the New York City 
Housing Authority designated a low-rent public housing project for the 
area for the future. 
The Board of Directors of Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, Inc., 
became interested in housing and redevelopment as a part of its concern 
2 
”for solving basic underlying community problems.” On June 17, 1950, the 
Executive Committee of the Board of Directors voted to accept the recommen 
dations of its Committee on Housing and Redevelopment, to become a co¬ 
operating agency with Morningside Heights, Inc. 
An initial step was to get facts necessary to establish, for local 
and federal agencies, the need for redevelopment in the area. A survey 
of community resources was necessary to obtain valid facts. 
Excerpted from Minutes of Meeting of Momingside Committee on Co¬ 
operative Housing, January 11, 1951. (Mimeographed.) 
2 
’’Summary of Board Action on Housing and Redevelopment,” Manhattan- 
ville Neighborhood Center, Inc., May, 1952. (Mimeographed.) 
30 
The two agencies organized the Community Advisory Committee, whose 
purposes were statedj "To work directly on the survey (of the community), 
and to advise and work for the general development of the community^ 
This Committee planned and recruited workers for a community self-survey. 
They also suggested questions to be used on the self-survey questionnaires 
and advised on issues pertaining to the community. 
The community self-survey, or Pre-Test, as it was later called, was 
an experimental survey to determine whether it would be possible to do a 
complete coverage survey with volunteers, or whether it would be necessary 
to resort to sampling done by professional interviewers. The two blocks 
chosen as a test area wereî the north side of La Salle Street - between 
Broadway and Amsterdam Avenue, and the south side of 132nd Street - be¬ 
tween Broadway and Amsterdam Avenue. 
A Community Survey Office was opened in Manhattanville Neighborhood 
Center. Materials were displayed here, and publicity prepared to ready 
the community for the Pre-Test. Fliers were distributed in the Pre-Test 
area interpreting the survey, announcing the questionnaires that would be 
distributed, and asking the cooperation of the residents in filling out 
the forms and having them ready to be gathered by resident volunteer Block 
Captains and House Captains. 
The Pre-Test was tried and failed. The community was not 
able to handle the questionnaires - to fill them out and return 
them. Questions were misinterpreted. 
The method used v;as to designate the tv/o block area, dis¬ 
tribute the fliers, and follow later with the questionnaires 
all handled by community Block Captains and House Captains. 
A training program was given in three sessions, but the 
volunteer workers did not attend regularly. This fact weakened 
their value. 
^"Excerpted from minutes of Community Advisory Committee meeting, 
December 14, 1950. 
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... However, much was gained from the Pre-Test. Y\le learned 
that there was not enough community organization or education 
for the redevelopment or the housing programs. The self-survey 
was not the technique to use in this area.l 
„ 2 
Morningside Heights, Inc., secured a foundation grant of $20,000 
to promote the survey on resources in the area, and a Technical Advisory 
Committee was formed to advise on the best research techniques and on 
general matters of planning and presentation of the community survey 
scheduled for July 15 through August 15, 1950. Members of this committee 
were research specialists, members of the survey staff, and representatives 
of fields of architecture, real estate and business. No paid consultants 
were members of this committee, although they were asked to sit in the 
meetings when appropriate. 
The Community Advisory Committee planned to use community members in 
this second survey to a far greater extent than was true in the Pre-Test. 
Organizations and groups in the community were contacted for volunteers, 
and announeements were placed in agency and community papers, and church 
bulletins about the survey and the need for volunteers. 
Volunteers distributed 11,000 fliers, printed in English and Spanish, 
in all of the residential buildings and stores in the 40 square block 
area designated for the survey. Displays were placed in ten store windows 
and the public library. Residents showed much interest in the publicity 
and were stimulated to participate in the work of the survey. 
Teachers College provided 235 graduate students to act as interviewers! 
■^Interview with Mrs. Ruth Senior, Field Director for M-M-R Survey 
(Morningside Heights Housing Corporation, NYC, February 25, 1954.) 
2 
Interview with Bernard M. Weinberg (Morningside Heights, Inc., 
New York City, February 1, 1954.) 
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103 women and 132 men, 16 of whom spoke Spanish. Six full-time supervisors 
were used as a part of the professional staff of the survey office. 
In further preparation of the community for the surveys 
... letters were written to community leadership enlisting 
their interest, and requesting time for interpretive visits 
from the staff; the two agencies patronized shops and stores in 
the community—buying supplies that might well have been bought 
at wholesale prices in other places; staff from the two agencies 
visited other agencies, churches and organizations to build 
interest in the survey....1 
The staff of interviewers were given intensive preparation for their 
duties, and in teems of two surveyed the community with schedules pre¬ 
pared in both English and Spanish. A 33.3 per cent sample of the area 
was taken. 
The survey ended on August lb, 1950, with 3,371 cases out of a possi¬ 
ble total of 3,679. "Almost everyone (91.7 per cent) answered the questions. 
Less than 5 per cent of the families were unwilling to answer, and 139 
(3.8 per cent) were not at home, had vacated their apartments, or had 
O 
language difficulties."^ 
Certain portions of the factual data secured in the survey, but not 
pertinent to the discussion of community planning for fact-finding, will 
be discussed in subsequent sections of this chapter. 
Summary.--The Pre-Test was not satisfactorily completed. Its failure 
was attributed to a lack of sufficient interpretation to the community, 
and the inadequate preparation of the people for an activity in which they 
were expected to cooperate, and upon whose cooperation and understanding 
1Ibid. 
2 
A Report To The People From The Community Advisory Committee (Morn¬ 
ings ide-Manhattanville Redevelopment Publication), 1951, p. 4. 
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success depended. 
The success of the final community Survey was attributed to thorough 
interpretation; education of the community regarding the Survey, the general 
plans for redevelopment and what new housing would mean to them; citizen 
participation on the Community Advisory Committee—the survey planning 
group; and opportunities for professionally unskilled community members to 
share in the activities of the Survey by performing simple, but necessary, 
jobs, such as the distribution of publicity fliers in the survey area. 
Groups primarily involved in the fact-finding phase of the redevelop¬ 
ment program were; the agencies, the Technical Advisory Committee, and 
the corps of interviewers and community volunteer workers. Residents of 
the community functioned as members of the Community Advisory Committee, 
and as volunteer workers. 
Correlation and Planning of Program 
Correlation of agency roles in program.—A delineation of the roles 
to be carried by Morningside Heights, Inc., and Manhattanville Neighbor¬ 
hood Center, based on verbal agreements between the two agencies, was 
worded in a written report. 
The responsibilities of Morningside Heights, Inc., in 
continuous communication with the local Community Advisory 
Committee and the Center, will be the technical aspects of 
planning, liaison with government officials and enlisting 
the interest of private capital. 
... The Center's primary responsibility will be the in¬ 
volvement of the community.^- 
In a communication between the executives of the two agencies, the 
following additional clarification of roles was found: 
File records, minutes of meeting: Executive Committee of Board of 
Directors (Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, June 19, 1950). 
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In carrying out their respective functions, the Morningside 
Heights, Inc., and the Center will share information, hold joint 
meetings on common interests and cooperate in every possible 
way. Morningside Heights, Inc., will be responsible for staff¬ 
ing the Morningside Citizen's Committee, while the Center will 
be responsible for staffing the Manhattanville Citizen's Com¬ 
mittee . 
Each organization, as a part of its function, will sponsor 
community meetings and will feel free to call the other 
organization for speakers and other help.-*- 
The kind of community being planned.--The kind of community being 
planned was based on the values deemed important by the participating 
agencies. Those values were: 
The development of a healthy planned community that will 
have: a minimum of unhealthy environmental conditions; no 
discrimination because of racial, religious, nationality or 
social background; adequate housing for the people and adequate 
community facilities—parks, playgrounds, indoor community 
centers and other amenities that make for healthy living; and 
accessible business and industrial opportunities for employment 
and for purchase of goods.2 
Community planning.—Morningside Heights, Inc., recruited community 
businessmen from lists prepared by Clyde Murray, Executive Director of 
Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, and the Uptown Chamber of Commerce, to 
form a group called the Industrial Advisory Committee. 
This organization was based on the need to interest the 
business as well as the residential communities in the 
possibilities of Urban Redevelopment and on the necessity 
of getting all the facts together to present a really 
strong case ....3 
The first meeting, a luncheon, v/as held in October, 1951, and the 
^Memorandum from Clyde Murray (Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, 
December 28, 1951). 
2 
File report, Clyde Murray, "A Preliminary Inquiry into the Community 
Organization Roles of the Manhattanville Neighborhood Center and Morning¬ 
side Heights, Inc., in regard to Redevelopment of the Morningside-Man- 
hattanville Area," (Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, May 29, 1950), p. 1 
3 
Letter from Lawrence Orton (Morningside Heights, Inc., March 2, 1950) 
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businessmen were asked to attend in order to "consult with sponsors of 
Morningside-Manhattanville Redevelopment to the end that the commercial 
needs of the community are not neglected."^ In this meeting, the two 
agency executives reviewed and interpreted the background and progress 
of the Redevelopment program. 
Expected results of the Industrial Advisory Committee meeting were 
the endorsement of the Redevelopment program and the formation of sub¬ 
committees to work for the program. 
The businessmen's group did not work out. Only the big 
dealers joined; the affiliation with the Uptown Chamber of 
Commerce was not completely effective in securing the small 
businessmen. 
We would have been more effective had we worked with the 
small businessmen directly, or used some other entry to the 
public 
Morningside Heights, Inc., worked closely with the Chamber of Com¬ 
merce. The interest of this business group was expressed in active 
support of the program. They sent letters to each member of the Board of 
Estimate expressing their approval and support of the Morningside-Manhattan¬ 
ville Redevelopment program. 
Following the community survey, the Community Advisory Committee met to 
review its purposes, and to chart its future course. Its early purpose 
had been to advise on and work for the survey. This function was now 
completed. A suggestion was offered that the committee could provide time 
and get a greater understanding of problems in housing, city planning and 
community relations by having community meetings led by people in these 
^Letter from Leopold Philipp, (President, Uptown Chamber of Commerce, 
October 4, 1951). 
2 . 
Comment of Staff Worker (Morningside Heights, Inc., February 25, 
1954). Permission not asked to cite name of source. 
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fields. The committee agreed to continue work together, and to address 
themselves to the problems with which the Morningside-Manhattanville com¬ 
munity was faced. 
In an executive committee meeting of the Community Advisory Committee, 
six sub-committees were established: public safety, health, narcotics and 
juvenile delinquency, rent control, sub-standard housing and schools. 
Clyde Murray suggested that the Community Advisory Committee should no 
longer be an advisory group; it should, instead, become a citizen’s com¬ 
mittee of individuals rather than representatives of agencies. 
The group voted to become the Manhattanville Citizen’s Committee, and 
to continue its work for the betterment of the community. 
The Morningside Committee On Cooperative Housing, composed of repre¬ 
sentatives of Morningside institutions, was organized by Morningside Heights, 
Inc., on January 11, 1951. 
"Sponsorship of middle-income housing, generally, and of this tenta¬ 
tively approved cooperative project, in particular, were the objective pro¬ 
ject, in particular, were the objectives of this meeting. 
Sponsorship of cooperative housing, in these circumstances, 
involves three principal requirements: influential backing-apart 
from financial arrangements; arrangements for initial technical 
and promotional activities (might involve outlays of $40,000 or 
more, to be absorbed in the cost of the project, if and when, 
constructed); arrangements for both basic (mortgage) financing, 
and aid to tenant cooperators in the financing of their equity 
payments.2 
Two committees were appointed to study Primary Financing and Equity 
Financing for Tenant-Owners. No commitments for sponsorship were received 
File records, minutes of Morningside Committee On Cooperative Housing 




but general approval was given the plan for redevelopment. 
Subsequent meetings of the group included interpretation and discussion 
of the processes of sponsorship of a cooperative, the content and format 
of report booklets to be submitted to the Mayor and the Board of Estimate 
by the Committee on Slum Clearance Plans, and the proposed costs of the 
cooperative program. 
A next step for the committee was to meet the legal requirements for 
sponsorship of the Redevelopment and the choice of a suitable form of 
corporation. The form of corporation would depend on the kind of mortgage 
financing obtained. 
On April 3, 1952, the group voted to form the Morningside Heights 
Housing Corporation, under the New York State Redevelopment Companies Law. 
The Corporation formed a sub-committee on Public Relations, and re¬ 
quested Momingside Heights, Inc., to continue responsibility for public 
relations through the project agreement with the city—to be handled through 
regular committee structure and staff relationships. 
Fourteen institutions were canvassed for participation as cooperative 
sponsors; nine of them accepted and became sponsors, with representatives 
on the Morningside Housing Corporation. 
In the meantime, other community groups continued their interest in 
the redevelopment of the communityj The Morningside Citizen's Committee, 
an organization of residents living between Morningside Avenue and the 
Hudson River, from 108th to 125th Streets. Their interests were planning 
and housing, schools, public safety, recreation, intercultural relations 
and sanitation. 
The Riverside Business and Professional Women's Club, of the Riverside 
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Church, expressed their interest in redevelopment and offered their ser¬ 
vices to promote the work of the redevelopment program. 
The support of city-wide organized groups was solicited and secured 
by the Morningside Heights Housing Corporation. 
Official planning.--The results of the survey were presented to the 
Mayor's Committee on Slum Clearance Plans. Morningside Heights, Inc., 
worked closely with this committee to complete plans on the site of the 
cooperative project, tenant-cooperator costs, and building arrangements. 
On May 8, 1952, the Board of Estimate gave the first of a series of 
approvals required by law to the Morningside-Manhattanville Cooperative 
Project. This preliminary approval was given after the cooperative sponsors 
and the Committee on Slum Clearance Plans had written an agreement stating 
how they planned to build the project. Following first approval, the agree¬ 
ment was sent to Washington for its preliminary approval, and then sent 
back to New York. Sponsors of the cooperative and the City then made a 
legal contract listing all the details of building and running the project. 
This contract was approved by the Board of Estimate and sent back to 
Washington for its final approval. Relocation and demolition awaited the 
completion of all these steps. 
The Board of Estimate gave informal approval to the low-rent public 
housing program in November, 1951. After plans had been given formal 
approval by the Board of Estimate, they were sent to Washington for federal 
approval, and the City started acquiring the buildings and property and 
relocating tenants. The demolition of site buildings followed tenant 
relocation. 
During October, 1952, the Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment 
Division of the HHFA approved the cooperative site for redevelopment, 
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with the understanding that a public housing project would rise next to 
it. 
The choice of the redevelopment site was an administrative 
one from Planning Commissioner Moses’ office. The sites earlier 
suggested had been rejected because the Commissioner's office 
did not want to cross 125th Street--a main traffic artery, and 
because it did not seem wise to have blobs of good housing in 
the middle of bad housing sections.1 
The decision on cooperative costs, without the benefits of tax ex¬ 
emption, were based on the advice of Commissioner Moses. 
Monthly charges would range from $23 to $25 in the forthcoming 
Official Report. Increase from the estimated $19 was due to an 
agreement not to ask for tax exemption at this stage. The ad¬ 
vantages of tax exemption are offset by the excessive degree of 
supervision by city and state agencies. City Commissioner Moses 
felt that exemption might be inappropriate in this instance, and 
difficult to obtain in any case. ... Also due to a higher vacancy 
reserve and greater operating expenses than have been common in 
cooperatives.2 
A plan was arranged for the release of publicity for the two projects» 
releases to the Press were to be made simultaneously for both low-rent and 
cooperative housing projects, and would include a summary of all plans and 
copies of the Official Report to the Board of Estimate. 
Commissioner Robert Moses released the Official Report on October 1, 
1951. All New York City newspapers carried announcements of the program, 
quoting proposed costs and specifying the site chosen for the project. 
There was no confirmation of public housing in the news release of that 
date. 
Prominent in the Report were the assumed costs of the Cooperative to 
^Interview with Bernard M. Weinberg (Morningside Heights, Inc., 
February 1, 1954). 
2 
File records, minutes of meeting, Morningside Committee On Coopera¬ 
tive Housing (Morningside Heights, Inc., September 20, 1951). 
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tenant-cooperators : down-payments of $1,000 per room per apartment, and 
monthly payments of $30 per room. 
"This move ruined the job of public relations by Morningside Heights, 
Inc. The people were up in arms."* 
Mrs. Elizabeth Barker, former member of the Community Advisory Com¬ 
mittee, and other residents of the community, immediately organized a 
protest group that they called the Save-Our-Homes Committee. 
Community meetings were sponsored on street corners, in churches, and 
in any available meeting hall to protest the erection of the Cooperative. 
Residents of the community who lived on the site of the proposed redevelop¬ 
ment housing were particularly alarmed over the loss of their homes, and 
community participation in the demonstrations of the Save-Our-Homes Com¬ 
mittee increased. Funds were solicited from residents of the community to 
fight "Columbia University’s efforts to clear the poor people from its 
backyard ."^ 
Large busses were rented by the committee to take people to City Hall 
to protest the plans for the Cooperative; almost daily, sound trucks were 
used and publicity fliers were distributed throughout the community to 
organize the community to fight the Cooperative proposals. 
The Board of Estimate, scheduled to meet during the month of October, 
had on its docket the consideration of the Official Report on the Redevelop¬ 
ment Program in Momingside-Manhattanville. The Save-Our-Homes Committee 
recruited over two hundred and fifty people to attend this meeting to 
protest the Cooperative on the grounds that: 
Interview with Bernard M. Weinberg (Morningside Heights, Inc., 
February 5, 1954). 
File records on Save-Our-Homes Committee (Manhattanville Neighbor¬ 
hood Center, December, 1952). 
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... It was too expensive for the local residents, and 
therefore was not planned for them, but for members of the 
Institutions. The Cooperative would create a low-income 
minority ghetto by forcing Negro and Puerto Rican families 
into a walled-in Harlem district. Small businessmen would 
be displeased; there would be discrimination against tenants 
because of color and nationality--both by rents charged, and 
by "selection". They also protested that a low-rent project 
planned by the City Housing Authority would displace more 
people than would be accommodated by the two projects.^- 
The Board of Estimate postponed their action on the Cooperative pro¬ 
posal for three weeks. 
The agencies and the Housing Corporation took action to have the Public 
Housing Project announced, and on Monday, November 12, 1951, releases were 
sent to the newspapers announcing plans for the low-rent public housing 
program. 
The Housing Corporation asked the withdrawal of the Official Report 
from the agenda of the next meeting of the Board of Estimate. This re¬ 
quest was granted and notices to this effect were sent to community 
2 
leaders, "including the members of the Save-Our-Homes Committee." 
As community tension mounted, Commissioner Moses agreed that tax con¬ 
cession would be desirable, as it would reduce the cost of the Cooperative 
by approximately $2 per room per month. The tax concession was granted, 
and announcements were made, March 21, 1952, which provided reductions in 
the tenant costs of the Cooperative as follows.: down-payments of $450 per 
room, and $16 to $22 per room per month rental costs. 
A meeting was arranged with Borough President Robert Wagner, for 
December 7, 1951. Speakers were City, State and Federal officials. 
1Ibid. 
^Interview with Bernard M. Weinberg (Morningside Heights, Inc., 
February 5, 1954). 
42 
This meeting was planned to clarify, for the public, the 
plans for redevelopment. 
The Save-Our-Homes Committee deliberately structured this 
meeting for an hysterical display of emotions and oratory. 
Commissioner Moses came to the meeting, determinedly genial 
was insulted by the audience--became angry and left.- 
The emotional tempo of the Borough President's meeting was such that 
both citizens and meeting sponsors were upset, and the purpose of the 
meeting was lost. 
The April 22nd meeting of the Board of Estimate attracted close to 
1,000 residents of the Morningside-Manhattanville community. Their leader¬ 
ship with prepared speeches, spoke and demonstrated for approximately two 
and one-half hours. Crowds of people paraded carrying printed signs and 
making impassioned speeches. 
On April 24th, a wire containing 1,161 signatures of residents of 
the community was sent to Dwight D. Eisenhower, former member of the area, 
asking his support in stopping plans for the cooperative project. 
On May 8, 1952, the Board of Estimate unanimously approved the plans 
for the Cooperative Project, and its final vote of approval was given on 
January 15, 1953. 
The final vote of approval for the low-rent Public Housing Project 
was given on December 18, 1952. 
The Save-Our-Homes Committee had a great many valid 
arguments, especially for any part of the city where minority 
groups live and may be shunted off into a corner somewhere. 
... But if you let these become deciding factors, you'll 
never have a housing development.^ 
1Ibid. 
2 
Interview with Father Ford, Chairman of the Community Advisory Com¬ 
mittee (Corpus Christi Church, February 23, 1954). 
The leadership of the Save-Our-Homes Committee were charged with dis¬ 
torting facts so that the real meaning of figures, in relation to redevel¬ 
opment, were wrongly interpreted, and in dealing with half-truths to in¬ 
cite the people. 
Three pamphlets ; A Report To The People From The Community Advisory 
Committee, were distributed containing valid facts about the community 
gathered in the community Survey, "Hew Housing Plans For Morningside- 
Manhattanville," and"New Homes For Old," the latter published by the Morning- 
side Citizen's Committee. 
Summary.—Community planning for the redevelopment program was on a 
superficial level. The residents of the community were used to advise on 
phases of planning, but the real decisions were made in official groups. 
Residents were given slight opportunity to make recommendations as to the 
type of housing that they wanted, where such housing might be located in 
the community, or on tenant costs in the cooperative housing. 
Large numbers of people, and many groups, were organized by the two 
agencies. Groups with potential for program contribution and interpre¬ 
tation were assembled, but not fully used. 
The writer surmises that the need for speed in some planning areas, 
and for technical knowledge in other areas, discouraged the planners 
from using the more slowly moving techniques of the community organization 
process. 
Protest from the citizens of the community began after the official 
announcement of the redevelopment program, including the designation of 
the site, and tenant-cooperator costs. It was concluded, by the writer, 
that this information had not been shared with the community before this 
44 
time . 
A few site residents, in addition to other citizens, supported the 
redevelopment program. 
The site residents expressed fears of displacement into undesirable 
neighborhoods, exorbitant costs of the new housing, and inavailability of 
low-rent housing in the community. Assurances from planners were not 
effective because community confidence in them, and in their interest in 
the community, had been destroyed. 
CHAPTER V 
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
Community Education and Interpretation 
Throughout this study education and interpretation of the community 
on redevelopment has been a major focus. 
The following educative and interpretive techniques were used: train¬ 
ing sessions for survey workers - many of whom were residents of the area; 
interpretation of the program by staff of both agencies - to community 
centered groups, to individuals or groups of individuals in the agency 
and in the community; cleverly worded and attractive publicity materials 
in both Spanish and English, frequently distributed; maps, survey reports 
and fact-sheets, also generously used. In addition, a community office 
was maintained to answer questions on redevelopment for anyone desiring 
such services. 
A public meeting was attempted,'*' opportunities were sought to inter¬ 
pret the program to community groups, and reams of correspondence were 
mailed from offices of both agencies. 
A study of file records revealed that professional staff carried 
major responsibility for the education of, and interpretation to, the 
community. 
Citizen Involvement and Participation 
Residents of the two communities participated on the following 
committees; the Community Advisory Committee, the Morningside Citizen's 




Committee, Industrial Advisory Committee and the Save-Our-Homes Committee - 
which, while not organized in "behalf of the program, still played a defi¬ 
nite role in the program. 
The analysis of these groups reveals the following: 
The Community Advisory Committee.--This committee was composed largely 
of representatives of agencies in the community, with less than ten non¬ 
representative members, ’’although many local non-agency members were on 
the mailing list, and helped in the survey.’’^ The temporary chairman of 
the organization was Clyde Murray, Executive Director of Manhattanville 
Neighborhood Center. Mr. Murray acted in this capacity until the election 
of Father Ford, of Corpus Christi Church—one of the nine institutional 
sponsors of the cooperative housing program, and also a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Manhattanville Neighborhood Center. 
Upon the recommendation of its executive committee, the committee be¬ 
came the Manhattanville Citizen’s Committee, and later, the Manhattanville 
Civic Association. Community members were encouraged to join. 
The night that the Community Advisory Committee formed 
the Manhattanville Civic Association, early in 1952, the 
members of the Save-Our-Homes Committee appeared and took 
over the meeting. They forced an election of officers, and 
one of their members ... was elected President. 
... The Center withdrew its support from the Manhattanville 
Civic Association ... it was no longer representative of the 
community 
Valuable contributions were made, initially, to the progress of the 
Pre-Test and Survey by this group. But after its leadership changed into 
the hands of the Save-Our-Homes Committee, it seemed to have lost its 
^"Interview with Clyde Murray (Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, 
February 15, 1954). 
2 , 
Interview with Father Ford (.Corpus Christi Church, February 23, 
1954). 
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effectiveness as a community force. Other agencies withdrew their support, 
as did many of its earlier staunch supporters. 
"During the period of community unrest over the new project, the com¬ 
mittee was inactive, and carried no interpretive role. Its only activity 
was the work being done on its by-laws and sub-structure."^ 
The Morningside Citizen's Committee.—This group was a citizen group 
assisted by the Riverside Civic Council and Morningside Heights, Inc. 
The interest of the committee was general improvement of the Morning¬ 
side community in the areas of school improvement, public safety, recreation 
and iritercultural relations. It supported the redevelopment program by 
printing and distributing a publication called "New Homes For Old," in¬ 
tended to interpret the meaning and value of new housing in the community 
and emphasizing the two-fold nature of the redevelopment programs low-rent, 
as well as cooperative housing. 
Industrial Advisory Committee .—The effectiveness of the Industrial 
Advisory Committee was discussed in detail on page 31 of this study. 
Nothing need be added at this point, save to point out that it, too, was 
an advisory group. 
Save-Our-Homes Committee.—This committee was a community-led group, 
although non-community residents participated in its activities and 
planning. Their leadership was vigorous and intelligent in the details 
of planning, recruitment of members and the solicitation of monetary 
contributions. 
The Center attempted to meet with members of this group to get an 
Interview with Clyde Murray (Manhattanville Neighborhood Center, 
February 15, 1954). 
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understanding of their point of view, and to interpret the program of 
redevelopment. "Many of the members of Save-Our-Homes Committee were also 
members of the Center. We felt a responsibility to them--we are a neigh¬ 
borhood center."'*' 
Other groups.—Twenty-eight groups and individuals sent statements in 
support of the Morningside-Manhattanville Cooperative Project to the Morn- 
ingside Housing Corporation. These statements were presented in bound 
copies to the Board of Estimate during its May 8, 1952 meeting - when 
unanimous approval was given the Cooperative project. Three illustrative 
copies of these letters are found in the Appendix, pages 60, 61 and 62. 
Twenty-one of these groups and individuals expressing approval had 
their headquarters outside the Morningside-Manhattanville community. 
Summary.--Citizens did not participate fully in the areas of inter¬ 
pretation and education. They might have been utilized effectively in 
the signing of correspondence, speaking assignments to groups, and as 
leaders in short-term community discussion groups. 
Community participation was good as volunteers were recruited for 
the community survey, in the distribution of publicity leaflets and in 
the performance of small services in the community service office. 
1Ibid. 
CHAPTER VI 
PROGRAM PROGRESS AND ACHIEVEMENTS 
Relocation of Site Tenants 
The relocation of residents on the site of the redevelopment and pub¬ 
lic housing projects was an anticipated problem. The large percentage of 
minority group residents increased the problem, because of the socially 
accepted practice of restricting them to selected areas - generally blighted 
and deteriorated in condition. 
Relocation ought to be a public function, as it is in every 
other city. ... Since it is in our hands, it is a difficult, 
unpleasant task that must be performed, and we are doing it. 
As things go, it is being handled as well, if not better 
than other Title I projects - on the basis of my reports from 
the Momingside Housing Corporation. 
One of the most important considerations is the choice of 
staff to make relocation arrangements. The best set up, most 
perfect in all respects, but administered by staff with no 
feelings for people and their problems is not a good, or a 
successful, relocation plan. 
If choices must be made between excellent facilities and 
good staff, the good staff - with real feelings for people - 
should be chosen.^ 
Many site tenants have opposed the cooperative proposal because their 
incomes render them ineligible for low-rent public housing, and yet not 
able to afford the middle-income cooperative housing. 
Many other site tenants have opposed the cooperative because they are 
minority group members, and have experienced difficulty in finding decent 
housing within their means becaijse of their race, color or ethnic origin. 
The demolition of any house on the redevelopment sites cannot begin 
until all of the families of that particular house have been relocated. 
1954) . 
^Interview with Lawrence Orton (Momingside Heights, Inc., February 26, 
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Since the anti-discrimination laws of the city apply only to public housing, 
there are real dangers that minority families may be hastily relocated into 
run-down ghetto neighborhoods. 
The pattern of segregation which emerges from an analysis 
of the place of residence of (minority) ... groups on census 
tract maps is a major factor in evaluating the availability 
of housing and, in turn, relocation prospects for the non-white 
population which may be displaced. On the one hand, the 1950 
Census shows that 92 per cent of the City’s Negro population 
reside in 11 per cent of the City’s populated Census tracts. 
On the other hand, in 74 per cent of the populated tracts, the 
Negro population comprised under 1 per cent of the tract's total 
population. In 110, or under 5 per cent of the City’s 2,362 
populated census tracts, Negroes constituted over 50 per cent 
of the total population of the tract; 524,436 Negroes, or 70 
per cent of the City's total Negro population, live in these 
110 census tracts. 
The City's Puerto Rican population is considerable smaller 
than its Negro population; the Puerto Ricans are less concen¬ 
trated and more widely distributed throughout the City than the 
Negroes. Eighty-five, or 3.6 per cent, of the City's 2,362 
populated census tracts, contained 159,131 Puerto Ricans, or 
65 per cent of the City's total Puerto Rican population. In 
each of these 85 tracts, the Puerto Ricans exceeded 10 per cent 
of the total population of the tract.■*- 
Reports on Relocation from the site offices of General Grant Houses 
and Morningside Gardens, complete to the week ending March 19, 1954 are 
compiled in Table 4 of this study; see page 57, the Appendix. 
A total of 1,235 families from both sites were relocated. The pro¬ 
cess of relocation and demolition by sections enabled the relocation of 
families from Section I, the first section scheduled for demolition, to 
be placed in Section II temporarily. 
This would account for the increase of 7 families, above the total 
families on the site at the time of acquisition, in Section II of the 
General Grant Houses. A total of 43.6 per cent of site families had been 
^Tenant Relocation Report, 
tion, January 20, 1954, p. 25. 
New York City Planning Commission Publica- 
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relocated; 56.4 per cent remained on the site. 
Relocation of site families in Section II, of both projects, awaited 
the start of construction of Section I buildings. 
The Morningside Gardens project records showed the total relocation 
of 464 families, or 25.6 per cent of the 2,188 families present at the 
time of acquisition of the site. A total of 74.4 per cent still remained 
to be relocated. 
Demolition of Existing Structures 
The demolition of buildings on the site of the Momingside Gardens 
Cooperative project began January 11, 1954, with ceremonies attended by 
100 persons . 
Mrs. McIntosh, President of Barnard College and Board Chairman of the 
Morningside Housing Corporation presided over the ceremonies and speakers 
were City Commissioner Robert Moses, Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick, Pastor 
Emeritus of Riverside Church, and David Rockefeller, President of Moming¬ 
side Heights, Inc. 
First demolition began at 68 La Salle Street. 
Demolition for the low-rent Public Housing project had already be- 
1 
gun. 
Future Redevelopment Plans for The Communities 
Future plans for redevelopment of the Morningside-Manhattanville area 
include both public housing and private limited-dividend housing north of 
125th Street, rehabilitation of the community and business and non- 
residential areas. 
A new low-rent federally aided public housing project has been 
No formal dates were recorded for demolition on General Grant site. 
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announced for the area north of 125th Street, between Broadway and Amster¬ 
dam Avenue. The apartments in this project are anticipated to rent at 
nine dollars per room per month, including utilities. 
The new project, north of 125th Street, is an outgrowth of 
seeds of early planning - based on the findings of the community 
survey. Good work will bear fruit, maybe not immediately, but 
surely later. One must be willing to wait for results. 
Planning is to a large degree opportunistic: as times 
change, so plans rearrange and adjust themselves. Sometimes, 
action on something desired is precipitated by something that 
is alien to original plans.1 
'^'Interview with Lawrence Orton (Morningside Heights, Inc., February 26, 
1954). 
CHAPTER VII 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This study was concerned with the ways in which two communities, Morning- 
side Heights and Manhattanville, in New York City, planned low-rent and 
middle-income housing for their residents. Of particular interest to the 
writer was the way in which members of the community became a part of the 
process of change, through planning, by the efforts of the participating 
agencies and community leadership. 
The purposes of this study of community-planned housing were! to out¬ 
line the slum clearance and urban redevelopment, and the public housing 
programs in New York City; to describe the Morningside Heights and the 
Manhattanville communities; to describe the overall approach to total com¬ 
munity problems in the two communities and to analyze the aspect of com¬ 
munity planning for new housing that was the concern of the study; to out¬ 
line the plans for new' housing through its stages of planning! fact-finding, 
determination of needs, establishment of principles and criteria for the 
program, methods used in education and interpretation of the housing pro¬ 
gram, and citizen participation and support; to analyze the successful and 
non-successful efforts to involve the citizenry in behalf of the project, 
and the techniques and devices used to promote and interpret the project 
to the community. 
The study was limited to the community planning phase of the project. 
While there were a large variety of community organization techniques in¬ 
volved, record and file information emphasized certain ones of them which 
the writer of this study selected to amplify. 
Two agencies, Morningside Heights, Inc., and Manhattanville 
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Neighborhood Center, forrred the nucleus for the continuing job of responsi¬ 
ble planning, community involvement and relationships. Primary interest 
was focused on the roles that they carried. 
The Housing Act of 1949 was the basis of the redevelopment program 
in the two communities. The provisions of this Act pertinent to the study 
were Titles I and III, dealing with Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment, 
and Public Housing. Other provisions of the Housing Act were not included 
in this analysis. 
Personal interviews were conducted with the community and agency leader¬ 
ship involved in the program to obtain their views about the program, and 
to secure additional information about the communities. Data were secured 
from record materials filed in the offices of the two participating agen¬ 
cies, news releases dating from the earliest stages of planning, city and 
state reports on Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment, findings of com¬ 
munity surveys, records of citizen meetings and consultations with city 
and state housing officials. 
The following conclusions were drawn! 
1. The Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment, and Public Housing 
programs in New York City and State helped to meet a basic need for general 
area improvement and housing in the Morningside-Kanhattanville communities. 
2. A major problem, common to both public and private housing, is 
the relocation of residents on the sites of new housing. The problem in 
this study was accentuated by the low vacancy rate of housing in New York 
City, and the limited housing supply for low-middle income families. 
3. Findings of the community survey, and their interpretation, 
determined the need for new low-rent and middle-income housing in the 
communities 
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4. Komingside Heights, Inc., took initiative for fact-finding and 
the technical aspects of planning; Manhattanville Neighborhood Center - for 
community involvement in planning. 
5. Several groups were organized by the two agencies; some were of 
people inside the area, and others were composed of people from outside 
the area. 
6. Dissension took place between planners and community when some 
citizens realized through news releases that they were not completely 
informed about basic steps taken in meetings of the technical planners 
and others, and had not been consulted about proposed prices of new housing. 
Out of this, arose organizations, within the community, which protested the 
program, among which was the Save-Our-Homes Committee. The protest groups 
were concerned about the relocation of residents, especially minority 
group members, and the tenant-costs of the housing programs. The actions 
of these protest groups resulted in a grant of tax concessions to the co¬ 
operative project, by the city, and the promise that public housing would 
be erected first in the program. 
On the other hand, there were many groups that expressed support of 
the project. Some of these groups lived within the redevelopment area, 
and some of them had headquarters outside the communities. 
7. Planning with the citizens had involved many of the community 
individuals in activities such as the recruitment of volunteers to serve 
in the survey, the planning of survey questionnaires and schedules, routine 
office duties, and services - in an advisory capacity, to the technical 
planners; but, they had not participated to a sufficiently large extent, 
in general education and interpretation. This latter would have been con¬ 




SHOWING RELOCATION OF FAMILIES ON SITES OF GENERAL GRANT, LOW-RENT 
PUBLIC HOUSING, AND MORNINGS IDE GARDENS HOUSING 
PROJECTS, BY SECTIONS, MARCH 19, 1954* 















Total 4047 1449 1120 329 2598 115 2490 
General Grant Houses 
(Low-Rent Public 
Housing) 1859 817 761 56 1042 1049a 
Morningside Gardens 
(Middle-income Co¬ 
operative ) 2188 632 359 273 1556 115 1441 
*Source: Progress Report on Relocation (New York City Housing Authority and the Bureau of Real 
Estate of the Board of Estimate, March 19, 1954). 
£ 
Increase in Total Remaining on Site Occurs Because 7 Site Families were Relocated from Section I 




LU 1 / l— 1  / |i 
J/ W. I35TH ST. 
W. 133 RD 















! ? i «v ;. 
11 ; 






















W. I25TH ST n i lu 1 n 
ST. 











 ïï, LUI!  ST. 
TlACHIRl OOLLISK 1 
iaow ST. 







I l©T±» ST. 
■|s 
W. Il 5TB ST. 
W. 122 NO ST. 
  \ 






W. IIS TH 
/\ 
,-t\ 
«\o . W. Il 5TH 
9 T, 
ST. 
U N I VE R 8 I T Y 
II4T* ST. 
y - et 
ST. LUKE'S <*> V .. r 
HOSPITAL 
: 
113 T* ST. 
t 
-1 u \ z\;:. 






I o ï 
> 
O wv 
111 TB sT < en I 
U I- 
CATHEDRAL < PARKWAY 
ST. 
WOMAN'S HOSPITAL 
109 TH ST. 
K 
ST. 
n r i r 












SUBSTANTIAL EXISTING USES 




0 100 200 
STAGE IK “ 
400 600 800 
SCALE IN FEET 
60 
CITIZENS' HOUSING AND PLANNING COUNCIL 
OF NEW YORK, INC. 
April 18, 1952 
John Morgan, Chairman 
Committee on Cooperative Housing 
90 Morningside Drive 
New York, N. Y. 
Dear Mr. Morgans 
The Board of Estimate has been asked to forward the proposed 
Morningside-Manhattanville redevelopment project to Washington 
for consideration by the Division of Slum Clearance and Redevelop¬ 
ment of the Housing and Home Finance Agency. We believe that the 
proposed project has many admirable features and therefore hope 
that the Board of Estimate will send it in for review; by the 
federal agency. 
However, Citizens' Housing has the same reservations about this 
project as it has in the case of all Title I projects. The 
first is that the Council is convinced that all relocation 
activities should be undertaken directly by an official agency, 
and not by the staff of the redeveloper or of any private firm 
retained by the City. The other is that in any event, we favor 
a ”go slow” policy. At most, only one of the projects involving 
the relocation of Negro and Puerto Rican families should be 
undertaken in the near future. In this way, it can be demonstrated 
whether relocation can be achieved without hardship and injustice 
to the families involved and without having serious repercussions 
upon the urban redevelopment movement in this City. 
Cordially yours, 
ISR/ad 
IRA S. ROBBINS 
Executive Vice-President 
61 
April 18, 1952 
Secretary, Board of Estimate 
City Hall 
New York City 
Sir; 
The enclosed signatures represent only a cross-section 
of Morningside Heights people—my neighbors, Columbia Uni¬ 
versity acquaintances of mine, Riverside Church members whom 
I know—whom I have able to contact in the limited time that 
I have been free to give to the matter. 
We all deplore the recent rumors and misinformation on 
Housing that have been current in the neighborhood. As 
residents of Morningside Heights, we stand squarely for the 
Principles on Housing, adopted by the membership of the 
Morningside Citizens Committee, at its January 23, 1952 
meeting, and we urge that you do all in your power to make 
these Principles effective. 
Yours very truly, 
Mary Tanner Fairchild 
P. S. Kindly see that the enclosed reaches the individual 
members of the Board. Then, if possible, would you forward 
it to the City Planning Commission. 
The above unsolicited letter has been sent to the Secretary 
of the Board of Estimate with the endorsement of 251 
residents of the Momingside-Manhattanville area. These 
residents of the area voluntarily support the Statement 
of Principles on New Housing in Morningside-Kanhattanville 
approved by the Morningside Citizens Committee, January 23, 
1952. 
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URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW YORK, INC. 
202-6 West 136th Street 
New York 30, N. Y. 
April 18, 1952 
Mr. John F. Morgan, Chairman 
Morningside Committee on Cooperative Housing 
90 Morningside Drive 
New York, New York 
Dear Mr. Morgan: 
I was delighted to go over with Mr. Boden recently plans 
for a middle income housing project to be constructed by the 
Morningside Committee on Cooperative Housing. 
There are many features about this project that im¬ 
pressed me. To begin with, it is a genuine cooperative and 
there are in my judgement almost unlimited possibilities for 
nev; markets in this field. Secondly, it will be located 
in a fringe area and will have a democratic policy for the 
selection of its tenants. Thirdly, every family regardless 
of race, creed or nationality living on this sight will have 
legal priority to return to the new buildings when finished. 
In view of the active interest of the citizens in this com¬ 
munity around housing, I think that this is an excellent 
measure. 
It goes without saying that the Urban League of Greater 
New York is very much interested in increasing the housing 
supply in this area and we are anxious to see projects con¬ 
structed that will have non-discriminatory policies. 
Very truly yours, 
ESL:ls 
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